Introduction
This chapter seeks to provide a more comprehensive analysis than hitherto available of the ethnic differences in higher education and access to professional-managerial (salariat) positions in contemporary UK society by linking ethnicity with generational status, family class and gender. For this purpose, I draw on the most authoritative data from the Labour Force Survey (2014) (2015) . The large sample size of the dataset makes it possible to differentiate ethnic groups and generational statuses in a more refined way than usually found in ethnic research, and the availability of information on parental class, together with ethnicity, generation, gender and other characteristics, offers a unique opportunity to simultaneously analyse the social foundations of ethnic differences in higher education and access to the salariat in a thorough and systematic manner.
The importance of higher education for career advancement is undisputed. Trying to obtain high levels of education by immigrants of ethnic minority heritages and their children in the 'receiving' society is a strategic investment in human capital to avoid discrimination and to ensure success in the labour market (Becker 1962) . Social scientists have conducted a great deal of research on the sources and the consequences of ethnic differences in educational and occupational attainment, but such research has usually been conducted in separate manners. This chapter studies the linkage of higher education and access to the salariat whilst controlling for ethno-generational status, parental class and gender differences. It is this linkage which will make the present research a unique contribution to ethnic studies in the UK context.
It has often been observed that large-scale immigration since the Second World War has changed the socio-demographic landscapes of many developed societies. In the UK, for instance, the proportion of ethnic minorities in the population has increased nearly five-fold from less than 3% in the early 1950s to 15% in 2011 (Cheung and Heath 2007; ONS 2011) . A substantial and increasing proportion of members of ethnic minority heritages belong to the second or higher generations. The continuing influx of migrants who came as adults or children, and the increasing numbers of ethnic minority heritages who were born in the country have created an on-going and imperative need to study the status, progress and obstacles of their integration into the socio-economic fabric of contemporary UK society in terms of acquiring human capital and gaining access to labour market position as commensurate with the human capital and as representing equal returns to the majority group.
Given the importance of social equality and ethnic integration, many studies have been carried out on educational and labour market attainment of the ethnic minorities in the UK. Yet due to the lack of key variables on some crucial domains such as parental class or generational status, few studies have managed to examine the link between higher education and access to the salariat whilst taking into account crucial influences exerted by parental class positions or generational changes. For instance, Lessard-Phillips and Li (2017) examined ethnic educational attainment at degree levels for multiple generations but did not link it to occupational attainment. A large number of studies looked at the ethnic situation in the labour market and found marked ethnic disadvantages but were unable to examine parental class influences. People of ethnic minority origins, even the second generation, were found to have fewer chances in training (Bhattacharyya et al. 2003) , and to face 'hyper-cyclical unemployment', namely, to experience much higher levels of unemployment during economic downturns when they were three or four times as likely to be unemployed as their white peers Heath and Li 2008; Li 2010) ; they were also less likely to find themselves in professional-managerial positions (Li and Heath 2010) , and tended to receive significantly lower pay than did their white peers (Li 2012; Breach and Li 2017) . Similar findings are reported in Iganski and Payne (1999) , Dustmann and Fabbri (2005) , Berthoud and Blekesaune (2006) . Employer bias and discrimination against members of ethnic minority origins is shown to underlie much of the ethnic disadvantage (Wood et al. 2009 ). Disadvantages in employment, occupation and earnings as faced by members of ethnic minority heritages who possess similar educational qualifications and who share similar personal characteristics to those of the majority group are termed 'ethnic penalties' by Heath and McMahon (1997: 91) .
Ethnic penalties exhibit themselves most notably in unemployment but for those fortunate enough to be in employment, the disadvantages in career advancement are shown to be mitigated (Cheung and Heath 2007) . Previous studies of ethnic minority disadvantage in the labour market tend to use the micro data from the Censuses of the Population or the Labour Force Survey. These data sources contain large sample sizes as needed for ethnic research but they do not have information on parental class. When more refined analysis is conducted, such as examining the ethnic situation by generational status, the sample sizes for the ethno-generational groupings become quite small, making it necessary to limit the analysis to only a few (usually three or four) groups per generation (Cheung and Heath 2007: 532-533) . When information on family class is available, researchers turned to study ethnic social mobility. For instance, Heath and McMahon (2005) compared the mobility profiles between minority and majority groups. They found that Black Caribbean, Indian and Pakistani/Bangladeshi men were well behind white men in gaining access to the most advantaged occupational positions. Yet the small samples used in the study meant that they had to confine the analysis to only a few groups. Devine (2011, 2014) were unable to differentiate generational changes due to data limitations. Similarly, Platt (2005) confined her mobility analysis to Indians and Black Caribbeans. More recently, Li and Heath (2016) used datasets that contain large samples, parental class and generational status. They analysed parental effects on both unemployment risks and access to the salariat, and found that parental class played a highly important role in both respects. Similar to Cheung and Heath (2007) , they found that first-generation Black Caribbean and Pakistani men were disadvantaged, being 10 and 15 percentage points behind white men in the salariat, but the second generation were generally doing well. Yet, they did not focus on higher education.
The foregoing discussion of the recent research on ethnic differences in Britain suggests two main features. Firstly, wherever data sources permit, researchers would take the advantage and include parental class, ethnicity and generational status as ascriptive factors (or as interrelated domains of social origin) which have been shown to have a powerful impact on education and, through this, on occupational attainment. The interrelationship between the expanded domains of origin, education and destination would, as shown in Fig. 6 .1, constitute a reformulated OED specifically designed for research on ethnic integration, just as the classic model is for the general population (Goldthorpe 1996) . The limited use of this framework is mainly due to data constraints. Secondly, a finer-grained distinction is needed on the concept of 'ethnic penalty'. Disadvantages in unemployment and low class positions as faced by the first generations certainly reflect but cannot be entirely attributed to racial discrimination, as other factors such as religion, poor human capital (overseas qualifications, poor English, unfamiliarity with the local labour market) and lack of social capital may all play a role (Heath and Martin 2012) . First-generation disadvantages are thus at least partially attributable to 'migrant penalty' associated with the disruptive processes of migration. Yet, labour market disadvantages faced by the second generation who have British education and who face no language difficulties cannot be due to the disruptive processes of migration, and can be properly termed as 'ethnic penalty'. This is especially true amongst those who possess higher levels of education obtained in UK universities. The degree to which ethnic penalty persists is a litmus test of social equality of British society. The differentiation between migrant and ethnic penalties thus calls for analyses of ethnic differences by generation, between those who came as adults or who were born in the country. In between are those who came as children or young adults, such as those arriving between ages 6 and 16 who received partial education in Britain, a group of people called the 1.5th generation in the literature (Rumbaut 2004; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017) . If ethnic penalty declines, it would be more noticeable in the attenuation of penalties in obtaining higher education and in gaining access to more advantaged occupational positions from the 1.5th to the 2nd generation.
With these considerations in mind, this chapter seeks to address the following questions:
Generation

Education
Origin
Family class Ethnicity Destination 1. How much difference is there both between the minority and the majority and among the minority groups in terms of degree-level education? 2. Do ethnic minorities find the same returns to higher education as enjoyed by the majority in terms of gaining access to the professional-managerial salariat? 3. Is there evidence of progress for the ethnic minorities over generations in both higher education and salariat access? 4. What roles do parental class and gender play in attainment of higher education and privileged occupation over and above ethnogenerational status?
Data and Methods
In order to address the research questions as outlined above, I will use the combined data from the third quarters of the labour force survey (LFS) of 2014 and 2015. The LFS is a longstanding government survey conducted since 1981 and has been much used by academic and government researchers. The reason for using this data source for the present study is that it has a large sample size and contains, for the first time in its history, information for parental class. As one of the most authoritative social surveys in the country, it also contains rich information on ethnicity, generation, educational qualification, employment status and occupational position, as well as many other demographic attributes, which makes it ideal for the present purposes. The response rates of the LFS are high, and the data files including technical reports are available at http://ukdataservice.ac.uk/get-data/key-data.aspx#/tab-uk-surveys. The coding of the key variables (ethnicity, generational status, education, own and parental class) is adopted from standard practice (Cheung and Heath 2007; Li and Heath 2016; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017) . The analysis is confined to the working-age population, namely, age 16-65 for men and 16-63 for women excluding full-time students. Limiting the analysis to valid cases on education, ethnicity, generation, and parental class results in an analytical sample of 82,026, which is the best dataset currently available with all the crucial variables contained in one single source permitting detailed and simultaneous analysis of the ethnic stratification in higher education and access to the salariat in the UK. As ethnic minorities are generally younger than the majority group (by five years of age in the sample used), I use age-adjusted weighted analysis in this chapter following the procedure designed by Li and Heath (2016, note 12) .
Results
I will start the analysis with higher education (first and higher degrees) and then move to access to the professional-managerial salariat. In each respect, I will begin with descriptive analysis before moving to statistical modelling.
The data in Table 6 .1 show the educational distributions by ethno-generational status, family class and gender. Before going into detailed discussion, I wish to point out that although the focus in this chapter is on higher education, it is important to have a detailed view of the educational distribution rather than just looking at higher education which would mask considerable ethnic disadvantages. Thus six educational categories are differentiated, from higher degree to the lowest level (primary education or no formal schooling). This more differentiated view provides a fairly comprehensive educational profile in the UK. Differentiating the higher from the first degree as shown in the table has the advantage of allowing us to see the marked ethnic differences. For instance, 9% of the majority group (white UK) have higher degrees, as compared with 8 and 5% for Black Caribbeans and Bangladeshis respectively. Yet most other ethnic minority groups are more likely than the white UK respondents to have higher degrees, with white Irish and Indians being twice, and Chinese three times, as likely (17, 18 and 29% respectively).
If we group higher and first degrees together as 'higher degree', as will be the practice for the later analyses in this chapter, it can be seen that 28% of the white UK have higher education, and 16% have the lowest level (primary education or no formal schooling). Ethnic minorities are, as a whole, much more likely than the white UK to have higher education but, at the same time, they are also more likely to have the lowest education: 42 and 25% as shown in the second row of the table.
Looking more closely at the data, we find clear evidence of both ethnic polarisation and ethnic stratification in education. With regard to the former, most ethnic groups are more likely to have higher education but all groups are more concentrated in the lowest level, with white Other, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups being twice as likely. With regard to the latter, only Black Caribbeans (at 26%) are slightly behind the white UK in higher education. Chinese and Indians are, at 61 and 56%, well above the white UK; and even white Irish, white Other, Mixed and Black African groups are around 1.5 times as likely as the white UK to have higher education, at around 40-43% versus the 28% for the white UK. Given the evidence on both the polarisation and the stratification in educational distributions, any simple notions of ethnic disadvantage or advantage in education are likely to be incomplete.
Apart from ethnic differences, there are also notable generational changes. Over 42% of the first-generation and one third of the 1.5th generation 33% have higher education, both higher than the 28% by the majority group. Among the second generation, all ethnic minority groups are more likely to have higher education than the majority group, with 58% Black Africans and Indians, and 70% Chinese being in this category.
As would be expected from the large body of literature on the sociology of education (Breen et al. 2009; Devine and Li 2013) , there are striking parental class effects on educational attainment, with 52% of the respondents from higher-grade professional-managerial salariat families having higher education, which stands in sharp contrast to the 15% from routine manual or non-employed families (the latter category referring to families where neither parent was in gainful employment when the respondent was in the adolescent years, at around age 14). The mirror image of this is the evidence on the lowest level of education, with only 6% of the respondents from higher salariat families versus 33% of those from non-employed families being thus found. Gender differences are small, with women being slightly less likely than men to have the lowest level of education, at 16 and 18% respectively.
The complex interplay of ethnicity, generation, parental class and gender in their effects on education requires more refined analysis to obtain net effects. Given this, I turn to multivariate analysis with logit regression focusing on higher education (first and higher degrees combined). For ease of exposition, the coefficients from the logit models are turned into percentages using average marginal effects (AMEs) models. The data (Table 6 .2) thus represent percentage-point differences for each category relative to the reference group. Three models are conducted: model 1 on ethno-generational status, model 2 adding parental class, and model further including age, age squared and gender. Note that the effects of age squared are absorbed in the age effects in the AME calculation. The data in model 1 of Table 6 .2 suggest that, net of generational status, all ethnic minority groups, with the sole exceptions of Black Caribbeans and Bangladeshis, are more likely to have higher education than the majority, with the Chinese, Indians and Black Africans being 33, 28, and 14 percentage points higher, white Irish, white Other and Mixed leading by 11-13 points, and Pakistanis by 4 points. Controlling for ethnicity, the 1st are slightly more likely than the majority group to have higher education, by 2 percentage points, but the 1.5th generation are less so, being around 5 points behind.
The parental class effects, net of ethnicity and generation, are strong and have clear gradients, as shown in model 2 of Table 6 .2. People from higher salariat families have a lead of 36.5 percentage points over those from routine manual families in having higher education. As Pakistani/ Bangladeshi groups tend to come from more disadvantaged family positions, controlling for parental class shows that the two groups would be even more likely than the white UK to have higher education if they had similar parental class positions: an increase of approximately 6 percentage points in both cases.
Model 3 further controls for personal characteristics of age, age squared and gender. Even with all these factors taken into account, women are still found to have a higher educational profile than men, by around 1 percentage point in having first or higher degrees. Older people are less likely than younger ones to have higher education, which is understandable given the rapid expansion of higher education in the last few decades in the UK and in some other parts in the world. With the other covariates in the model taken into account, the ethnic effects in model 3 declined somewhat as compared with model 2, by 1 or 2 percentage points for most ethnic groups. Yet the overwhelming evidence still points to an ethnic premia: apart from Black Caribbeans, all other groups are more likely to have higher education than the majority. It is also the case that, other things being equal, the 1st and the 1.5th generation are less likely to have higher education.
Although all three models in Table 6 .2 control for ethnicity and generation, they do not show separate ethnic differences by generation. To see such effects, I present, in Fig. 6 .2, predicted probabilities of higher education on the basis of model 3 of Table 6 .2.
The data in Fig. 6.2 show that, among all three generational groups, the Black Caribbeans have no statistically significantly differences with the majority group in having higher education, nor do the 1st and the 1.5th generation Bangladeshis. Apart from these, all other ethnogenerational groupings are significantly above the majority in having higher education. A closer scrutiny also reveals a three-tiered structure, with Chinese and Indians taking the lead, followed by white Irish, white Other, Mixed, and Black African groups, with white UK and Black Caribbean groups being the least likely to have higher education. Generational progress is also visible for Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups, other things being equal. The findings with regard to the 2nd generation are similar to those by Cutz (2014: 180) although she was only able to analyse the situation for the four Asian groups. Having discussed ethnic differences in higher education, I will now turn to ethnic differences in the labour market position. Previous research in this regard tends to focus on the economically active, in terms of unemployment rates (NEP 2007; Li and Heath 2008) , occupational positions (Platt 2005; Li and Heath 2010) , or access to the professional-managerial salariat among the active (Cheung and Heath 2007; Li and Heath 2016) . Whilst such a focus is justifiable for the general population given the variegated reasons for inactivity, it is less desirable for the working-age and non-student population as used in the present study. It is reasonable to suggest that a sizeable portion of the economically inactive among this population, particularly those from ethnic minority backgrounds who tend to live in deprived areas with limited employment opportunities and elevated employer discrimination, may have involuntarily opted out of the labour market (Demireva and Heath 2017) . Their cumulative experiences of job-seeking frustrations might have suggested to them that 'there is no job for me'. Such people are called 'disillusioned seekers' or 'discouraged workers' in the literature (Gallie 1988) . It may also be pertinent to say that there is no clear-cut distinction between job-seeking and home-making activities, particularly for female members from some ethnic minority communities who may decide to stay at home or look for a job intermittently, pending on the prevailing family circumstances including caring responsibilities (Dale et al. 2002) . Seen from this perspective, worklessness (unemployment and inactivity) may be taken as a particular, and more useful, form of disadvantage for the working-age population, with special regard to women in some ethnic minority groups. There may, to be sure, be genuine reasons for some people to stay out of the labour market, such as those with limiting long-term illness or heavy household responsibilities. Given these considerations, the following analysis will firstly show a full picture of labour market position combining occupational and employment statuses and then focus on access to the professional-managerial salariat among the employed in the multivariate modelling. Table 6 .3 shows the gross ethnic differences in the labour market, with two major features. Firstly, most ethnic minority groups are underrepresented in the salariat, with Pakistanis and Bangladeshis falling behind the majority group by a big margin (13 and 14 percentage points), even though they were, as seen earlier, somewhat more likely to have higher education than the white UK respondents. Secondly, looking under the last column, one finds that broadly the same ethnic minority groups who are underrepresented in the salariat are overrepresented in the routine manual and the workless positions, such as Pakistani, Bangladeshi and the two Black groups. The workless rates are markedly high for the Pakistanis and Bangladeshis. Further analysis shows that around 60% of the women in the two groups are economically inactive. There is also clear generational change, with the workless rates precipitating from 85% for the first generation to 34% for the second generation of the Bangladeshi women.
Having looked at the gross differences between ethnic groups in the labour market position, let us move to the relative ones, focusing on access to the salariat. As Iganski and Payne (1996: 129) note, it is essential to analyse ethnic position in the labour market by examining gender effects separately. Furthermore, time commitment must also be taken into account as salariat jobs tend to require full-time commitment. Thus, in the modelling part, in addition to the covariates used for educational modelling, time commitment, educational qualification, health and martial status, and number of dependent children in the family will be controlled for, as these can be expected to have significant impacts on salariat access. The data in Table 6 .4 show the relative probability of being in the salariat, for men and women separately, and each with three models. For men, model 1 shows that Black Caribbeans, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are significantly less likely to be in the salariat than white UK men. Parental class has, as can be expected, highly influential impacts, with men from higher salariat families being 31 percentage points more likely to be in the salariat positions themselves than their counterparts from routine manual working-class families, as shown in model 2. Interestingly, those from non-employed families are even less likely than those from routine manual families to be in the salariat, by 4.5 points, which is significant at the 0.001 level, showing a clear scarring effect. Education and other attributes of personal/family circumstances all show effects in the expected directions as seen in model 3. Importantly, with all these important factors taken into account, men in most ethnic minority groups show a lower probability of having salariat jobs than do white UK men with similar levels of education, similar personal characteristics, and similar family circumstances. Amidst the overall disadvantage, men of Black African, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi origins are particularly disadvantaged, being behind their white UK peers by around 9 percentage points.
Ethnic minority women are found to face lesser disadvantage than do their male counterparts. The most salient cases of disadvantage are those faced by Pakistani and Bangladeshi women but the reasons behind the differences seem chiefly attributable to personal and family circumstances. When family circumstances are taken into consideration, as shown in model 3, their disadvantages sharply declined.
Since this chapter is focused on higher education, an interesting question is whether ethnic minorities with first or higher degrees would have equal access to the salariat as do their white UK counterparts. For this, model 3 of Table 6 .4 was re-run with the same covariates included but confined to those with higher education. The predicted margins were then obtained for each ethno-generational groupings, and for men and women separately. The data are shown in Fig. 6.3 .
Even at the higher end of educational distribution, ethnic disadvantages persist, as seen for all three generational groups for men. A closer look shows that first and second generation Black Africans, Pakistanis Table 6 .4 Average marginal effects (AME) on access to the salariat Note Reference groups are white UK, 2nd generation, parents in routine manual positions, no-degree, full-time work, nonmarried, and no limiting long-term illness. The effects of age squared are absorbed in the age effects in the AME calculation *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 and Bangladeshis, and 1.5th generation Pakistanis were significantly behind their white UK counterparts in the access rates to the salariat. Further analysis shows that, when all ethnic minorities are combined, second-generation men were around 6 percentage points less likely to have salarriat jobs, which was statistically significant at the 0.001 level. Ethnic minority women faced fewer disadvantages than their male counterparts but, apart from white Irish women, all ethnic groups in all three generations were less likely to find themselves in the salariat positions than their white UK counterparts.
Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter provided an analysis of the ethnic differences in education and labour market, focusing on higher education and access to the professional-managerial salariat. Generational, gender and family class differences were also examined. The main findings can be summarised as follows:
• At the overall level, ethnic minorities were well educated but at the same time they were also highly polarised: they were more likely to have degrees, but were overrepresented in the lowest level of education. There were greater differences among the ethnic minority groups in higher education than between the minority and the majority groups, with Chinese, Indians and Black Africans being well above the majority in having degree-level education. And this picture was generally the same for all three generational groupings delineated in this chapter. Family class played a crucial role but gender differences were rather small.
• The ethnic educational premia were not translated into commensurate labour market position. Many groups, particularly Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and Black Africans, were notably behind the majority in getting salariat jobs and were overrepresented in the workless positions. The ethnic penalties were more severe for men than for women. Family class effects were still marked even when education and a whole range of personal and household circumstances were taken into account. There was some evidence of generational improvement in access to the salariat for both men and women ethnic minorities.
• Even among those with higher education, ethnic minorities, particularly men, faced marked disadvantages. Second-generation Pakistani and Bangladeshi men with degrees were around 20 percentage points behind their majority counterparts in having salariat jobs.
Overall, the analysis in this chapter shows an encouraging story for higher education but a disappointing story for access to the salariat by the ethnic minorities in the UK. While the first story is most probably due to the aspiration and determination of the minorities, first and second generations alike, in performing well in gaining higher qualifications to avoid discrimination in the labour market, the second story is a more direct reflection of unfair treatment experienced by the ethnic minorities, even amongst the second-generation degree-holders. Attainment of higher education and access to privileged class positions were not in tune with each other for the ethnic minorities. A likely explanation for this is that whilst ethnic minorities believed that they could try hard to achieve educational excellence, which many of them did as clearly demonstrated by the remarkable educational success by the 2nd generation members of Chinese, Indian, and Black African origins, they would also find that, when stepping out of education and into the realm of labour market, fates were more beyond their own control. Employers' decisions, rather than their own efforts, may play a more important role in gaining paid employment and in career advancement. In this sense, the educational success by the 1.5th and the 2nd generations may be seen as a strategic effort to try to reduce possible future employer bias and discrimination. They would have fared worse with lesser success in higher education. Finally, it is noted that the success story of higher education by ethnic minority groups as depicted in this chapter may be too rosy. It is possible that ethnic minorities are well represented in higher education at an overall level but underrepresented in elite institutions such as in Russell Group universities in general or in Oxford/Cambridge universities in particular. Future work could try to address this question if and when appropriate data become available. In sum, ethnic minorities face greater barriers in the labour market than in the higher education sector. Unequal returns present a serious challenge to social justice and ethnic integration in Britain.
